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T . _STRUCTURAL COUPLING IN SCHOOLS*
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In the literature dealing with educational organizations, an accepted

% ' ‘," genera1ization is that the dominant school form in‘t United States has e ®

become i!%ge scale un1ts structured as bureaucracies and managed by polit~ A
AS . 1ca1 systems (Meyer and Rowan, 1978) 'A common assumpt1on is that, as the
. . scale éf\schoo]s‘expanded h1gher 1eve1s of coordination and 1ntegrat1on

’

were requ1red " Burzaucratic controls, then emerged, to structure’ the act1v1-

'ties efficient]y. ‘The bas1c premise 1s that mu1t1t1ered organ1zat1ons are R

*
[T Lo

.

\ necessary to commun1cate accurate]y the schoo] system's obJect1ves from

A ,_' top to bottom, to mon1tor actions and outcomes, and, it necessary, to : -"‘ "

‘order corrective act1ons (0uch1,_I978). ' A R

R " HMany scholars have récently started to reject the notion of schdols

Rl . . 9

R R o

as t1ght1y 11nked bureaucracies and to accept the propos1t1on that schoo1s

»

lack c]ose irternal coord1nat1on, espec1a11y for the content and methodsi

A,ﬂ
13-
.

o,
e o aen,

Y . 7 “of instruction. For example, Meyer and Rowan (1978) concluded that in-

struction tends to be removed from the contrcl of the organizatinn struc- .

b -

ture, jn_both;its.bureaucratic and\co11eague aspects. Moreover, Bornbusch

and Scott (1975) discovered no evidence of effective evaluafion or control

N

rg?

- dn school systems. As a resu1t of such f1nd1ngs and s1m11ar observat1ons,

March and Olsen (1976) and we1ck (1976), conce1ved the structure of- schoo]s .

.
T

PO NP s
i 3 "

as being Toosely coupled. In fact, speculation has been part1cu1ar1{\tre;>

LT quent about the strong &ffectsvdf structura1 coup11ng or, Tinkages on school Y
i " . . . )
outcomes. e :

¢

i ot - S
! An area also needing further conceptual and empirical development is
¥ . L Lo ) o o
X L. organizational effectiveness of schools. When this topic is discussed,

. LY A R " o P
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accountabi]ity; quality, student achiévement, innovation, and morale reprék

Y
A

sent outcomes that frequen¢1y are proposed as effect1veness cr1ter1a. . ‘\

\
Many of the anguments or d1scuss1ons conclude with the generalization that

effect1veness cannot be defined and measyred. ‘As a central theme in the

¢

operat1on of schoo]s, the d1ff1cu1t questions’ 1nvo1v1ng school effect1ve-

\ -

ness cannot be ‘avoided.™

Educators and members of the pub11c acknow]edg that different schoo]s

ach1eve d1fferent degrees of success, even with simiWaF.student popu]a-’
- ’ . ‘ " ' \l'-
' Intégrating'structura] coupling with the6reticai1y based. ideas: of
="
organizational efféct1veness and testing- the~pos1ted re1at1onsh1ps could

producn s1on1f1cant 1ns ghts for practitioners and scho1ars.

s

coup11ng defines mechan1sms in schoo1s that gu1de the.hehav1or gf 1nd1-

,. D

.v1duals. The formulation and 1mp1ementat1on‘¢f 1nd1v1dua11zed educat1ona1

. programs (IEPs), for instance, regu1re high 1eve1s of cooperat1on among  °
. \

teachers. Therefore, the effecttveness levels of ex1st1ng and proposed

N N RS,

programs for 1earn1ng?d1sab1ed and, 1ndeed all students depend on the

1inks1es of teachers, technical spe§1a11sts and admfn1strators. ‘Based-on

Structura1' .

Education is not devgid of effect1veness 1nd1cators. \\'f

3 N 134

the need and importance to understand the reTationships among tne struc-

tural and effect1veness var1ab1es, two purp0ses gu1ded the 1nvest1gat1on.

ya) to determine the assoc1at1ons between structura] coup11ng and four in-

.d1cators of schoo1 effect1veness and (b) to assess\the stab111ty of the  »

relationships during a schoo] year,
\ A\

Conceptual Perspective for School Effectiveness

\

--To lask a global question about whefher a school is effective or.in-

effective is a non-propuctive exercise. Effectiveness is not pne thing.
: : k

A school can be both effective and ineffective_depenging upon the-criteriaf
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used,.which‘may be independant of one’another. Therefore, a basic assump- .

%

tion guiding the development of a definition of ‘school organizational ef-

fectiveness was that ‘the concept is mu1tid%mensiona1. Four concepts were-

. USed as indicators of organ1zat1ona1 effect1veness* perceived adapt1-<

b111ty, perceived gnal athievement, teacher Job sat1sfact1on” and student

- ]

’

attitudes toward school.

The se1ectioh of these.four criteria was based on.tha four critfcal

fdnctions--adaption, goaj atta{nment, integration, and 1atency--that Par-
sons (1960) postu]ated were necessary for the sutvival of a soc1a1 -system,*
Adaptation is concerned with the system s need to control its enV1ronment i ~_‘;Q

!

. Schools acconmodate thenmsel ves to the bas1c demands of the1r env1ronment

by attempt1ng to transform the externa] s1tuat1on and bv'chang1ng their
1nterna1 programs to meet new.cond1txons such as demands for programs to ' i
assist childrer with specia1'needs. Goal achievement is the attainment of

system goal The system defines its objectives-and mobilizes its re-

. . ! . .
sources to.achieve these desired ends. Typical indicators of goal gratifi-o

cation for educational organizations are academic achievement, produc-

» . o

tivity, efficiency, and the quality of students and services. Integrat{on

. ) ¥ g
refers to a social selidarity within the system. It is the process of . 3

'organizing, coordinating, and unifying social relations into a single lgi

5
-+ -

structure. Among the primary social concErns'of the school are enployee | }

b ek atiie N o

job satisfaction and morale. Fina]]&,_]atency is the maintenance of the

PR

value system. Effective schools require high commitiment and appropriate ' “

behavior by educators and students to reinforce the organization‘s norms

. g . - v .:'~
and values. An indicacor of latency is the attitudes of studentsrtgyard
- / - ’ .
+» school. - Thus, four criterion variables constituted a théoreticaL/y based . :
- Y N /

composite of performance indicators. ' L
14 L %
L4
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§' o ‘ Cohceptua] Perspective for Structural Coub]ing of School Activities
;; ) . -w*—-‘——tooseacouinngfheans_thattthempartsA_unlts;_or subsystems are rela- _
§ ‘ tive]y disconnected and 1ack.inte%dependencies. Weick (1976) descr1bed
. the concept w1th the image ‘that. while the parts of a school are respons1ve

to one another, each preserves its own identity and phys1ca1 or 1og1ca1

v

eparateness. A result is that the activities of oné part‘1mpact other

3

n1ts less than had been assumed The change in perspective from schools

» A%

as t1ght1y Tinked to 1oose1y coup]ed organizatians suggests that some

;:;~ P o schoo] funct1ons are less 1nterdependent than wou]d be pred1cted by tradi-

.

tional bureaucra+1c theory. Bidwell (1965) had proposed th1s change
ear11er with the observdtion that schoo]s are characterxzed by structura]

Tooseness for instructionally related activities such as curriculum and

A . oo .

techno1ogy, evaluation, and direct authority over instruction.
: o Mintzhen; (1979) prowided a background for understanding coupling as
* an important concept of organiiation. He conceived organizations as being)

composed of five parts: strategic apex, support staff, technostrhcture,

. L . . BY " :
middle line, and operating core. As professional bureaucracies all five

D

parts are present in school systems. However, the technostructure, middle

" .

1ine, and operating core are most directly involved in the instructiona1\.

. processes. .
The technostructure is comprised of specialists who serve the school
. ‘ by affecting the work of others. Whi1e'being removed ?rom the primary

%59“"/~ work flow, they may dos1gn, p]an, and change the 1nstruct1ona1 processes

or train peop’e who"do GM1ntzbe"g, 1979: 29&1' These spec1a11sts are con-
cerned w1th adaptation to meet env1ronmenta1 changes and w1th sténdardiza-
tion to reduce the need for direct superv1s1on. In schoo]s the techno-

. €

S -structure staff provides a variety of serv1ces, such as curriculum super-
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v1s1on, student qu1dance and counse]ing, and spec1a1 educat1on act1v1t1es
-"&’5

to help the teachers better perform the1r 1 Jks. During the past few
years, the number of spec1aT education specialists has iﬁcreasedidramatfn'

ca1¢y_to"meet,the changing demands for services to children with various .

’

disabilities and tQ standardize the responses to similar needs.

.

. The middle l:ine of schools is oomposed primarily of principals. They

-

have autﬁority over the 0peratdqg core and embody the coordinating mecha-
nisﬁ‘of direct supérvision{ Amodg‘the many tasks that middle-line admin;
1strators perform are the development. of 11a1son contacts and commun1ca-

t1on of information within their schools. However, the most time-consum-

s

*ing roles invofve'negdtiatingland hand1ling disturbances. For principals

,this includes working with teachers to resolve issues of studen: disci-
. . 2 .

 pline. .

Educational organizations arefprofessiona1 bureaucracies which depend’

5 . . s
orimar11y on‘the standardizat1on of skills in the onerating core of in-

<

struction for coordJnat1on rather than direct supervisior by the niddle

1ine. School aystems assume that teacher tra1n1ng programs and state cer-

N -

tification Standards produce teachers§y1th adequate competencies, to per-

form the teaching tasks. Once teachers are placed in ciassrooms, they
make most of the. instructional decisions and 1ittle supervision i$ re-

~

— . quired. « - , o .

“
LN

With a high degree of independencew fbrma] 1inkages or flows May'oe
11m1ted in quant1ty and may have 11tt1e 1mpact on ene work process 13\
schoo]s, a s1tuat1on descr1bed by Thompson (1967"54) as, pooled, 1nterdepen-

denca. This cond1t1on has 11tt1 need for 11nkages among members,of the

orgamization:because each part makes a discrete contribution to the whole,

and each .is supported by the whole. In schools qﬂaracterized by.pooled,
° \ .




, coup11ng, teachers may share fac111t1es, equ1pment and budge

Y

E coord1nat1ng mechan1sms or structural 11nkages with each other or with

3

but work -
A

alon th students. Teachers viorking. in 1so]at1on have 11tt1e<need for

4

personne] in. other parts of the school. The classic, 111ustrat1on.1s that

teachers close the doors and conduct “their ¢lasses 1ndependent1y of others.
Excepc 1n special c1rcumstances, only thé students obserfve the instruc-

tional processes of teachers. Administrators, technostructura] staff, and

AY
colleagues, thergfore, have Timited direct 4nfluence on what teachers oo

in the1r classrooms. This conclusion 1s genera]]y supported by the find-

-3¢

1ng that witiain a given schoo] teachers, exh1b1t 11ttTe agreement when

descr%blng schoo] and classroom practhes (Meyer, Scott, CoTe, and Intill,

r

1978). o

» By

In schools using moye traditional designsi work dependencies for

teaching and planning typically occur on an informal and low frequency

. s
™The

basis. Teachers occasiondlly share ideas and teaching techniques.

informal Tinkages are’fluid. The except1ons are s1tuat1ons in which

teachers, pr1nc1pa1s, ar technostructura1 staff already are 1nterdependent ’

LY

hrough team or group activities such as wr1t1ng and eva1 at1ng IEPs, The’
“formal school organization of ten deve10ps strategies %o tie various parts .

of the\sch001 together. Teachers are 1nvolyed in per1od1c inservice trains = T

4
/

/1ng orograms, facu1ty meetings, and’ comm1ttee ass1gnnents.
\

~N
sent attempts‘by the organ1zat1on to couple or link the parts of the

hese repre-

_schooT system togethér for greater coord1nat1on and control d ,
S1m11ar1y, Br1dges and Ha]]*nan (1978) ma1nta1ncd that work system

1nterdependence is present in schoo.s where:a:§1gh—frequency of—teacher—

~

1nteract1on 1s present. They fowrfd. that work systen 1nterdependence, com- .

mun1cat1on,*and group cohes1on among “teachers were a11 s1gn1f1cant1y re- -

LT
e . T 5 NI+ 137 P e S P S
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- operat1ng core, .

'schoo1s inc1ude:

Tated to each other. Ynteractions .among teachers, adm1n1strators, and

technical spec1a11sts occur to coordinate the workﬁact1v1t1es—and~td_

e -

o i_- "1"/'” (
sat1sfy human soc1a1 needs. Team or group activities such as coop ative

\

p1ann1n comnun1cat1on reduce the structura] 1ooseness 1n a school's
Some organ1zat10na1 configurations and group practices do
“ } .

promote, structural linkages. For example, evidence was found to support

the argument that nawer methods of teaching in open'space schoo1s tend to:
move teachers into co11aborat1ve arrangements and away from the tradi-
,tional arrangement of. 1so1ated c1assroom teachers (Cohen, Meyer, Scott/
1979:29)

" and.Deal, In add1t1on,’teachers and other personnel w1th1n and‘

RS
) across subJect areas and spec1a1 serv1ces in the technostructure may for-

X

na11y or 1nforma11y assume the shared respons1b111ty for accomp11sh1ng a-
¢

set of educational objectives.- They cp]laborate; ‘that ns, educators. com-

v . &3 - T W e s
municate, and plan interdependent sequencesrpf classroom or other activi-
’ R < .

ties. The teachers then become résponsive to each other and if changes

’

occur in the content or process of the operating core, an ‘mpact ts.made

-

Dy
oh the others: These assert1ons are attenuated somewhat by Bredo S

" (1977: 308) conc]us1on that even anong teachers on teams, 1nterdependent
act1v1t1es are relatively 1nfrequent and of 11m1ted 1nf1uence.

_In sum, 1inkages-or coup]ing mechanjsms bind the parts of a schooi

organfiation together. Important indicators of structural coupling in .

for the operating core, the work system interdependence
anong teacners and commun1cat1on anong teachers for the operat1ng core

and middle 11ne admipistrators, ,;he comnun1cat1on between thé*pr1nc1pa1(s)
¢

S

and teachers and d1sc1p]1ne procedures, and for the,operatlng core._ anduthe”___p_a_-

Qechnostructure, the comnun1cat1on of teachers with LD.spec1a11sts “and work

system interdependence of teachers and LD spec1a11stsa

Fina]ly, isolation,

TS s --«a-'-w*fm'—q i

A e -




' 1979:374- 376)

as the. number of hours teachers spend \n schoo] work1ng 1ndependent1y of

other adults, 1nd1cates a lack of structura] coup11ng or 11nkages w1th1n
‘the operat1ng core and with other parts of the system,

Posited Re]at1onsh1ps for Structura] Coupling and

s

PR Ind1cators of School Effectlveness

The 11terature conta1ns ev1dence that structura] coupling in schools

is systenat1ca11y related to the 1nd1cators of organ1zat1ona1 effect1ve~

. ness. ExtrapoTating the ex1st1ng kndW]edge to the present study allows

for the deve]onment of theoret1ca1 rat1ona1es and hypotheses for the vari-
\
ables. . T

]

\dagtab111tx
\

0f all the cr1ter1a for organ1zat1ona1 effe%§1veness, Steers (1975)
/

“found that adaptaba11ty and the c1ose1y related concepts of f]ex1b11fty ,

y and 1nnovat1on are the 1nd1cators used most frequent]y by researchers as

effect1veness measures. Genera]]y, adaptab111ty ties the capac1ty of or-

ganizations to modify their operating pn%cedures with internal and ex-

* ternal forces that induce change. In schools, adaptiueness can be defined
¢ as the ab111t1es of profess1ona1 educators to perceive forces of changes

.and to initiate new policies and pract1ces tomeet emergent demands,. _Ih-

novat1on represents a maJor problem for profess1ona1 bureaucrac1es Secause

maJor innovation requ1res cooperat1on and commun1cat1on across disciplines

within the_operat1ng core and across parts of the schoo]s (M1ntzperga‘

R .
F1nd1ngs ‘by M1ske1 (1977) 1nd1cate that schools descr1bed as using

administrative p1ann]ng, research and eva]uation procedures, hav1ng free

and open comrmunication, and making decisions participatively also initi-»

]

ated or maintained a high 1eve1 of 1nn0vat1veness. Moreover, effective

‘\

10 |

*-‘ . -
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commun1cat1on is part1c41arly 1mportant for the effect1ve function1ng of

. v

: organ1zat1ons that face an uncertain or changing environment (Steers,

1977 147) Similarly, Baldridge and Burnham (1975 175) found that com-
,J run1ca¢1on Tinkages in schools were positively relatéd to the adoption of

' 1nnd$3t]onsm Therefore, conceptual and empirical ev1dence~ex1sts to sup-

—

port the‘foilowing hypothesis. “ o

Hypothesis, One. Tng structural coupling variables ui11 ve signifi-

e - cantiy-correlated with the perceivad adaptabiiity of schools.
. -~ . .
. . Perce1ved Goal Achievement ° ., o

o When d1scuss1ng schoo] goa] ach1evements, many parents, gcvernment .
policy makers, and scho]arS°def1ne the concept too narrow]y. Usua11y,

they-mean student scores on' scandard1zed tests measur1ng cogn1t1ve sk111s.

However; educators produce a number of products and services that repne-
sent goal attainments. For example, student learning, instruction, new

P curricula, athletic achievements, art and music programs, and teacher-
'\ .

-

_parent meetings are prdﬂuced in schools. Henc?, the'effectiueness 1eve1s

of schools vary not on1y in the quant1ty and qua11ty of the1r produc*s and

., A
T ) serv1ces, but also in the efficiency of product1on. -

. o 2
« Using copcepts c]osely rélated - to structura] coupling, Mott (IQZ?)

ot ) found that in more centralized organizations, perceived effectiveness

-

tended to be lower. ,However; effectiveness‘was greater when the tasks

were structuréd and the climate was open. The f:nd1ngs of 0 Re111y and.
PR

-

- Roberts (1977 679), that accuracy and openness of commun1cat10n are re-

k'éiited to perce1ved organizational effect1veness, a1so support of yott’S/.

4

conc1u51ons. Similarly, research f1nd1ngs in educational organ1zatlons
kY - .

« uphold Mot&‘s conc1us1ons: ~Fonna]1zat1on, specialization among“educators,

and climates “haracterized by open conMUnication, participation, and high

L

-




. and a number of 1nd1cat rs of sifectiveness. - Based on this ev1dence, the

' "fo‘Homng hYPOthes‘s was drawn. L ) ' . 4 o T . .
ﬂypothes1s Two. The structura]vcoup11ng variables w111 be s1gn1f1- o -
¥ cant]y corre1ated with perceived goal achievement: of. schoo]s. :/
Job Sat1sfact1on _ . \' /_ - . . .

) struct1onalfge;hods y1e1ds enhénced teacher Job sat1sfact1on (Be]asco and

-
//Ha111nan (1978 32) found that work. system 1nterdepenoence was pos: t1ve1y
re]ated to groug cohesion and negat1ve1y related to teacher absente icm, ; s

motivation were conduczve to teachers perce1v1ng the schoo] as*being ef-

fECts e (M3 ske1 Fevurly and Stewart, 1979,. After rev1ew1ng literatyre, -
. o7 ] )
He]]riege] and S]ocum-(1975-263) conc1uded that nuperous studies have .

found a s1qn1f1cant positive re1at1onsh1p between organ:zat1ona} c]lnate

0er1ned as a present and past or1ented af?ect1ve state that results ..
whnn the educator eva]uates h1s or her vork ro]e, job sat1sfact1on repre-
sents a xev indicator of 1ntegrat1qn or soc1a1 soT1dar1ty. After review- -
1ng "the 11teratUre, Ratsoy (1975) conc]uaed that teacher Job sat1sfact1on,
in genera], was,}ower tn ‘schools where teachers perce1ve.a h1gh degree of
bureaucraCJ. ?Bureaucfatic factors which enhance status dsgferences.among
the professionals produce low Tevels of’saf1sfact1on: In contrast, greater'
part1c1pat1on in p1ann1ng,and ~decision mak1ng, espec1a11y concern1ng in-

\
A]utto;’T@?Z Hohrinan, Cooke, and Hdhrmnn, 1978) S1m11ar1y, Bridges 4and -

Moreover, .both ‘the downuard and lateral d1rect1ona11ty of conmun1cat1on

are s1gn1f1cart1y corre]ated w1th job satisfaction, w1th the downward di-

_rect1on being pos1t1ve1y re]ated and the lateral d1rectJon'be1ng nega-
t1ve1y related w1th Job satisfact1on, respect1ve1y (MuchInsky, 1977 603)..
Employees who-are d1ssat1sf1ed w1th the1r JObS may. restrict the1r commu -

L]

n1cat1on pr1mar11y to the1r co-workers. However, the findings of Forsyth




and Hoy (1978) reveal that educators 1so1ated from friends and coworkeri

\
. .hypothes1s was drawn. _ S

. exh1b1¢ high Tevels of.alienation. Based on this reasoning, the fo§1ow1ng

‘ Hypothesis Three, The structura1 coup11ng variables will be s1gn1f1-

- \

¢ > \ cantly coérrelated w1th teacher job sat1sfact1on.

’

L Student Att1tudes : ‘ ‘ Lo

.
’ ‘ e -

I " “How the students "describe the learning env1ronnents represents the

[ s b

o . effect1veness of schoo]s 1n’meet1ng the‘]atency needs of social systems.

v ‘Grandjean and Vaughn (1981 288) demonstrated that severa1 factors ex-

o

. p1a1ned 1nd1v1dua1 var1at1on in attltudes of students towardgschoo1s.

.

.. . 'Pos1t1ve vieds tend to be held by students who, for examp]e, take classes

»
s o

in“the now-co]]ege track, are soc1a1]y active, rece1ve h1gh grades, or

. 3 , foel that students have appropriate_influence on schoo] policies. The

v

. 1nvestigators specu]at h

- be socia]epsyeho1ogic 1, structurdl, o

th. It seems reasgnch1e to ex-

-d ‘ pect that these factors would include teacher linkages w1th1n school wh1ch
. ' T
’ RO cou]d Jfacilitate. student activity and part1c1pat1on. Teachers-ho p1an
~ . 1 ~

_and comnun1cate more fréquently with other educators should be able to,

- . Vd

offer.students more opportunities to excel than léss interactive teachers.

’

L o ‘4

Therefore, sdﬁport exists for the fol]owdng statement.

PRl e v
.

.
L 3

.
- [ > ’

TN RN fedne
-

. B L .
~ ’ .- Hypothesis Foyr. The structural coupling vayiables will be.s1gn1f1-

o T cantly correlated with student attitudes toward school.

Lo . . : ' NETHODOLOGY '
%j‘ o ' Samp11ng.and Data Co11ect1on Procedures
%’ w ,. The popu]ation for*the study was589 ic e]enentary and secoﬂﬂgry

schools in Kansas.” Although procedures were not used that ensured a ran-

% - L

e AR )

’ -

PRI PRI IS

mechan1sms exp]a1n1ngmthe—daffErences~could—f—————~4—
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: ~  dom sample, care was taken to select urban, suburban, and rural schools

from diverse geographic areas of Kagsa#s. For examp]e, schools fron the

[ 4

largest districts in the state were included as well s schools from oy »f
) - d1str1cts with Tess, than 500 students. 0f the 92 schools that were- '”..;v ¢E>§
: selected, 89 (97%) agreed tor rt1c1pate in- the study. P ;

. While the unit of ana]ysis was'tha schoole most- of the data-were col- B . ;
lected from teachers and studénts. ~From facq]ty rosters three groups.of « = °:

ﬁ* S teachers were chcsen using a tabTg of random nusibers. . When the school

_was large enough eight teachers were chosen for each group or 24 tota] . ‘E

IF hoo1 nad less than 24 teachers, then the nunber for each aroup was )
< » cTe e b
educed oroport1onate1y. A total of 1 988 teachers were included in the oo
( -
. sanp1e Using an or1g1na] and tw fo]]ow—up mailings, 1 697 (85%) teachers

‘_-.__,._r-- —

n the spring 1980 or the, secongd-

returned the measures in tie first r und._.

e

rouna"ﬁTﬂjT“h"_I:697‘that‘had—partTC1pated earTTer—were sent the same
_measure as the one they had comfleted in the fall 1980. A total ‘of 41 -
teachers were no 1onaer in the schools. Of the 1, 658 that rema1ned 1 442
(87%) returned the 1nstruments, This retwrn rate méans that the overa]l_ o ’
participation level was 7§p pf the'tni;ial sample._ . - ' .
f . In addition, ten students,from each school or 890 were asked to com-"

plete arstudent attitude measure. Persomnel within each schpcl selected O
ﬁ these students. In secondary schqols, 1anguage arts teachers made the
X selections. In e]ementary schools, a third nrade teacher selected the. °

\students. A total of 880 (99%) students part1c1pated in each round. \

’

Data Co]lect1on Procedures ’ ' " :
: To reduce the probability of a response’set across the different per- V
P . r - .

ceptual‘instruments and, therefore, to maintain nethodological indepen-

“dence among the measures, the teachers were randomiy dividéd into three

.
l‘gu).. o ;&i




‘ groups. One-third’ responded to six Gf the seven measures of structural
coupllng, one-thlrd to the scale§ of a variab]e'nog,consddered in the pre-.

7 sent paper, and one-thlrd/;o/a: indicator of structural coupllng {work

SR sys}en 1nterdependence “of teachers with 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es specialists),

apd the cr1ter1on var1ab]es of JOb satlsfactlon, percelved adaptability,
and percelved organlzatnoggl effectlveness. . . .‘
- ‘ Since the school was the unit of ana]ys1s and not the individual,
gﬂﬁ_‘;/ data were aggregated by averaglng the teacher and student reSponses ﬂlthln .
" “each schoo1 The result‘was scores on 11 varlables for each :5chool: « ‘
seven strucaural coupllng and faur indicators of effectlveneSS.

The- data viere col]ected through mail survey’ procedures. In dost
«eases-employees yithin the districts coord1nated the data col]ectiou ef-
Afort. They used the d1str1ct mail system for send1ng and returning the

measures to the research~ass¢stant~1n~the d%strsctw~—ln-asfew
s the federal n=11 system was used and che measures were returned d1rect1y

’ to the prlncxpaihlnvestlgacor. )

L

Ins»rumentatlon for_the Effectlveness Criteria
. Adagtac1onz, Perceived adaptability of schqols was assessed with a

percaptua] measure using five items from Mott' s (1972) questlonnalre.

"3;.

Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart (1979) modified the items for school settlngs.
.Angle and Perry, (1981) used a similar version to measure the adaptlveness
of transportat1on organlzatlons. Example items were: Peop]e 1h this
school do a gpod job ant1c1pat1ng problems. What, propertion. of the peop]e
in your schogi readily accept and adgust to the changes? Each item had a
five categdﬁiiexgent scale which yas;scored-from one to five. The pos-
sible rangesof scdreg‘Was 5 (1ow %paptability).to 25 (high adapta?i]ity).
As estimates ‘of reliability, the a]pha coefficients.were .80 for the first

L4

-«  sample set and .86 for the second. . L /)

)
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~

Perceived éoa]Aachievementt Three‘items adapted from Mott's (1972)

L

. A instrument by Miskel, Fevurly, and Stewart (19?9) were emb]oyed to measure
perceived goal achievement. This self.report questionnaire asked the

teachers to specify their perceptions of tne.quantity of products and ser-

vices, the quality of products and services, and how efficient. the re-.
souces were used. Each item had a five category ektent scale which was

. _-scored from one to~five. The possible-range of scores wis 3 (Tow goal %
; ‘ . achievement)’ to- 15 (high goal 'cbfevement). As estimates of reliability,
,the'afpha;coefficients were';7 For the ‘first data sét and .85 for  the

!
second.

:. _ o & ‘
H Job sat1sfact1on. A Seven 1tem neasure was used to operat1ona11ze‘\

*-.

this -oncept. The sca1e 1nd1rect1y probed various’ 1nd1cators of job sat1s 1:@
o } . .. ) » . . %
L . -factidn. Example items were: I often think of chang1ng jobssy Most other 3
2 educators are more sat%sf%ed—w+th—the1n_;obsfthan I am. The teachers;re- g

sponded us1ng a set of five categor1es from strong]y disagree. to. strong]y

FIS t
LA g
2k A% LT e

agree. The categories were assn ed values of one to five and the pos-

Ay At

< ' sible range vas from 7 (d1ssat1f1ed) to 35 (satisfied). As an est1mate of ~
f*'. : r°11ab111ty, the a]pha coefficient was .81 (Miske] B]oom, and McDonald,
980) For the current samp]es,,the alphas equa1ed 80 and 86 respect1ve1y.

R R R SR

. 1'he measure has high face validity.

~

- B
i

Stud nt attitudes. . The percept1ons of the school by students were

quf?hssed W1th a measure composed of nine descriptive items. Examp1e items
a7
.7 were: Teachers 1n7th1s school are friendly; Learning is enjoyable. The =«
3 = student® responded using a set of five categories from strongly disagree
. to strongly agree. ‘The categories were assdgned values of one to five-and
the* potent1a1 range was from 9 (negative) to 45 (positive)' 'The a1pha

coefficents were .77 for, the responses in round one and 79 in round two.
Vs » . e

.

{ i . ) . ) . ,)é
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- Instrumentation for the StructuraT‘Codeing Components

. Seven short 1nstruménts were used to measure structural- coup11ng.

-

The f1rst for linkages: within the operat1og core is called the 1ntenS1ty )
of work sy?tem interdependence among teachers scale. DeveToped by Br1dges
.and-HaTTinan (1978) intensity of work system 1nterdependence is defwned _
here*as the sum of ‘scores for the 13 different activities of the'staff1ngfl" . ;3
- pattern invehtory. The %teés:deal with coupling or Tinhages:among teachers » jE

“in the instructional process. The measure lists 13 activitfes;”such“as .

lesson preparat1on and use ‘of 1nstruct1oné] materials, and asks how fre- {

LAY

- ¢

quent]y teachers Io1nt1x work: together on these -items. The response‘cate- T

ot

gorjes ranged fron'O_to 5+ and were scored 0°’to 5. The frequencies were

TRy 2,00 SIS L AR (e 4
L [ B

summed to produce a-possibTe range of ‘0-65. The higher the score, the - ' g
h1gher 1nterdependence or the tighter the coupT1ng. The deveTopers re- , :j
ported that the anha coeff1c1ent ds #n estimate of reT1ab1T1ty was .95 ‘ R
and presented posxt1ve 1nd1cators of valjdity. - In furfher %eve]opmenta]

’

. efforts, Miskel, BToom, and McDonaTd (1980) found as est1mates of, reT1a— ' d

bility an alpga coefficient .of .91 and’ a test-retest coeff1c1ent after

. 2
PR

four weeks of .74, ATpha cOefficients for the current samples were .92
“and .90, In add1t1on, the ev1dence was strong for "onstruct convergent, ' B

and pred1ct1ve vaT1d1ty of the 1ntens1ty of work system 1nterdependence

among. teachers scale. . o ’ - .

Ten items from the intensity of work system.interdependence amohg’“

teachers scale were adapted to form. a measure caTTed the intensity of work: ‘ 25
system 1nterdependence betyeen teachers and LD spec1aTists scale. The new ~;§
measure wa§ des1gned,to assess T1nkages between the operating ccre and the

~

" technostructure. The dTrections for the orfginal measure were rewritten S

+.as foTTows:' How often on the average do you jointly engage in each of the

28
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fo]Tow1ng act1v1t1es w\th a learning d1sab1]1t1es spec1a11<t? Examp]e
1tems were: Jo1nt1y seTect instructional mater1a]s, and jointly se]ect ¢
.topiés'to be taughta The 10 act1v1t1es were T1sted, and the teachers re-
-sponded by writing a number from 0 to 5¢ t1mes per month The responses
were added to produce a score\which could range from a low of 0 to a high \,

of 50. -The alpha coeff1c1ent:\as an est1mate of, re11ab111ty, was .93 for ' ."'g

. ‘both data-sets, The val1d1ty of‘the measure for cooperatgve or Joint p]an- 3§

¢ oy

ning between the operat1ng core and technostructure was supported by the

-

strong 1nd1cators.oﬁ va]1d1ty for the original instrument.

‘ Coup]ino‘aTSO was measured-by.three versionS-of a comnunicationxmea- .
Vi . ey
sure refined by Btfdges and Hé]]1nan (1978) For each of sevgm, topf%s L

1'(flve task-relevant and two task- 1rre1evant), teachers, checked the fre-,

quency with which they talk w1th other teachers da11y, several days a

" veek, once a week, once or tw1ce a month, once or twice a semester, and

t

~never——~The—we1ght5»ass1gned to these»54x_fnequency_categoxﬁes_appnoxamate___g____

.
)

/r*the absolute magnitude of -differences. aMOng the categor1es da11y (5.0), - V,ﬁf‘_;

severa] days a veek (2. 5), once a week (1. 0), once or twice a month (.5),

once or tw1ce a semester ( 25), and never (0) “The communication score is
detenn1ned by summ1ng the weights of the seven items. The theoret1ca]

* range of scores was 0 (low) to 35 (high commun1cat1on frequency). The
\

anha -coefficient -as--an-estimate .of reliability was -reported by Br1dges el

o

//4 and Ha111nan (1978) as be1ng .88. In addition to- the original™ sca]e 'tWO'“f"‘*f?

«ﬂ:@i
other measures were. fonmed by rewr1t1ng the d1rect1ons to ask for the fre-

~ e

-..quepcy with which teachers talk with the principal ‘and with a learning o

/>
N

- disabifdties specia]ist Therefore, three’measures of ‘coupling through

\

commun1cation were (a)»teachers w1th teachers, (b) teachers with pr1n-s

.-,.

. o c1paT(s) and (c) regu]ar cTassroom teachers with learning d1sab1]1t1es

! - » .o = ’
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specialdsts. The measures assessed the linkages within' the operating core,.
b '55-...

/
between the operat1ng core and the middle 1ine, and between the operat1ng

@ : : :core and the technostructure, respect1ve1y. In a p11ot study the esti- -

mates of reliability for the first two measures (a1pha coeff1c1ents) were

———
t

79 and .87 respect1ve1y.’ The test-retest coeff1c1ents after- four weeks

were 73 and .55, Inithe present samp]es, the alphas ranged from 80 to

7

.83. Moreover, the f1nd1ngs indicated construct, concurrent, and predic-

The~)
K. Y

tive va]idﬁty"?or the two’measures (Miske]' Bloom, McDonald, 1980).

n1cat1on measure for 1earn1ng disabilities spec1a1fsts had alpha co-

1

. off c1ents ‘for the ‘current “samples of 91 and .97, - .

\

* The sixth coupling measure,.dtsc1p]1ne procedures, asked the teachers’
to\describe the siudeit'contro1‘and'discip1ine processes used in'the -
- School. S ( item€ de ermined the level of 1linkage between‘the teachers in

2o , "+ the operat1ng core and the pr1nc1pa1 in the m1dd1e 11ne for manag1ng stu-

PN
.

DTS
S 1 s el

) . & dent behav1or. 'ﬂﬁKExamp1e item was: -Ieachers corsu]t w1th the pr1ncipa]

. or ass3stant pr1nc1pa1( ) about student dqsc1p11ne ‘and contro] Five ex-
3, ) " N ) ’

;1~ . tent categories (a1ways, frequently, often, occas1ona11y, never) were-used

for each item and were sca]ed from four to zero w1th a pos<1b1é range of p
” ’ ‘.f..v

scores’ from 0 (1ow coup11ng) to 24 (nhigh coup11ng). - The a]pha coeff1-

c1ents were 86 for? the f1rst set of responses and' .87 for the. second

— e e e

Iy ’
’ ’

e :“; The' final measure of structura] coupling was a s1ng1e item for T N

= ) _ teacher isolation:

o~

Of the tota1 hours that you spend in school each week,

§’~ the other more specific measures of coupling, this one indicates a gencra]

’

. ’ ) “how many hours do you wo&k in isolation of other teachers7 In cgntrast to, 5, '

absence of linkages for'.the* operat1ng core. . S IR

JRS A S,
T
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" '%i In nost cases, six structura] coupling variab1es exhs'it scores that are

l

&

: Resgits

"‘“«bu -~

»

The, four hypothcses vere tested using product-moment correlation,

coefficients.

.«t.

dis

discussed.

i

Means -and 3tandard7;D'e'viationsJ »

Y

£

Corre]gtionai coefficients were calculated for the two data

.‘.

,sets for each hypothe%is.

"To determine theystabi]ity of the corre]ationai

ataﬂcoilections are

The means and standard deviations for the seven coupling and foor

outcome variables from both data’co11ection efforts are given'in TabTell;

considerably beiow their conceptual means.

For e _amp'Le.“ theﬁsrprec for_-

\

. . ‘&
coefficients, the resu]ts fr;;\fhzT:;iiE—EEE—Egggnd_d
comp yed and contrasted The findim#s from the descriptive statlstics are .

A

Q

.
4

3

»

.

»
.

..
- "

and a conceptua] mean of 32 50, have means of20.08 and 17 53 “for® thet°

for the work system ilterdependence between teachers “and 1earning disabili-

ties specia]ists._

a} first and second data collections, respective1y.

w -
1

w-'v

Hith a poss1b1e range of 0-50 and conceptua] mean of

25, the actual means of 6.92 and 6,71 i“gi

and LD spec1a11sts items occurs 1ess than once a semester.

 that cooperative -planning

However, the

AR
staﬁdard dev1ations are qu1te large which suggests a wide variation -be-

tween schools.,.

dramatic differences.

With a possible range of

S? 17. 5 the means range from a 1ow of 3 17 for communication of* regu]ar

Jw....p..,

T c]assroom teachers with learning disabi1ities specialists in the spring

work system interdependence amongﬂteachers,nwith_a potentia1 range of b-é§
The means are: even -lower

g

. on the average for each of the work system interdependence*between teachers

The averages for the three“communication scales also_show'

0-35 and a conceptué] mean




? " ) sﬁmester to a high of‘11. 27 for communication among classroom teachers .in

the fall seﬁester; In other words, teachers reported that they comnun1-

,J// ' cate on each item with other teachers several t1mes a week with the prin-
w

c1pai about once a month, and with learning d1sab111t1es specialists about
. ; . once a\monthgiiln contrast, the scores on the scale measuring d1sc1p11ne

‘ 'procedures for student control are s11ght1y above the conceptual mean of
%j, - 12- (rangE\of 0 to:24). -Ihe—neans of 15.38 for the f1rst data set and

: ' ',13 86 for the second reveal that teachers be]1eve that d1sc1p11ne proce-

‘ | durei.for student contro1 are often mon1tored by teachers and adm1n1stra-
- tors. The seventh’ 11d1cator of structura] coupling revoa]s that teachers

spend 26 hours in sch001 each week in isolation of other teachers.

é i ‘\Q o Table 1”abcut here  ° , Lo

s el

ry ]

;¢<——-—:~T———-——-—;f———A—further*observation‘fs”thatj*as a group, the chanQe in means from
thé fall to the spring suggests that strength of coup‘1ng tends to de-
crease_somewhat as- the schoo] year progresses w1th the except1on of dis-
cip]ine procedures, these descriptive’statiiéics jmp]y.relatively loose
structural linkages among the componen*.§ o?g%he school or%anization. In

- "terms of linkages among the school‘parts, tiohtest coupling appears within.
% B _ the operating core. Communncation and‘cooperatjve p]anning-are highest

- 1 ’ . R R “n .'\1:
; - among the teachers. The linkages between the operating core and the

'm1dd1e 11ne vary accord1ng to the top1c. Evidently, the coupling of
z;gtudent

” .
discipline, but communication-about instruction and for socia’ discourse

teachers and prlnc1pa1s is rj{ative1y strong for issues involving
s occurs 5nfrequent1y. TJhe 1on mean values of varjaoles Tinking the operat-
* 21ing core to the technostriucture suggest that these parts are 1oose1y'

. ) . . R f

coupled. . ! - - . o




T P A B e e e~ g o
SR N N
, ‘ .3 -
,L * - ! T » ;
I < o -
Tab]e 1’
R Means and Standard _Deviations (SD) for the Vanab]és \ ‘
. in Bbtb Data Collections - R N
oo ‘ . ¢
oy R e
| . z . ; :
:'*f s Lo <, coe . . .
. Variables - First Collection.~ Second Collection
o ‘ . ___“Mean Sh _Mean S0.
E Structural Cnuph‘ng ' '
; 1. Work System Inter- - ' ' _ ‘ ,!
B B dependence Teachers 20.08 8.41 - 17.53 - 8.05. -
i3 - 2. }gomrmmcatmn Teachers : ‘
o ,:}fwwith Teachers 11.27 . 3.65 10.30. - 3.44
;;w 5 'y . - . <%
& - 3. §]Comnun1cat1on Teachers ! ' .
Lo | : ‘! with Principal(s) . - 3.82 . 1557 . 3.4 1.53
. '\ 4. Discipline Procedures - 15.38 2.2 ,13.86 368 b
5.1 Communication: Teachers . > -
£ lwith LD Spec1a1*sts 4,12 - «2.70 ©3.17 2.35
6. "Work System Inter- .
dependence: . Teachers L - A
. and LD Spf"mhsts .. 0692 6.06 6.71 & 6.89 A
; i 7. Teacher Iso]ation (Hours)  25.94 ) 693 26.60 "7.59 0 ¢
0r‘gan1zat1ona1 Effectweness ’ .
8. perceived Maptibility — 17.87 2.17. 17.31 ©  2.95 y
"* 9. Perceived Goal Achievement 11.41 . 1.00 11.24 1.52 :
L 10. Teacher Job Satisfaction 23.96 2.78 - 23.44 3.77
» 11. Student Attitudes 3423 2.45 32.72 ° 5.63
3o Y : - T :
i J ’ji




__aehievement with*a potential range of 3~-15 and a conceptua] mean of 9 had

Perceived adaptab1]1ty of the schoo]s with a poss1b1e range of 5- 25

_ was descr1bed by teachers 1n the fall (mean = 17.87). and spring (mean = )

17.31)'semesters as be1ng<sl1ght1y above the conceptual mean .of 15. o

Teachers view their schools as being relatively adaptive. Perceived goal

means of 11. 41 and 11.24 in the fall and spr1ngy respect1ve1y.. Teachers

- f1ed w1th the1r Jobs, With-a poss1b1e<range of 7-35 and a. conceptua] mean T

2 S =

view their schoo]s as é¥f1c1ent1y producing moderate to h1gh quant1t1e§ of
fa1n to good qua11ty outcomes The two rema1n1ngsvar1ab1es are above the -

conceptua] means.' Teachers describe themSe]ves as be1ng neutra] to sat1s-

of 21 the means for teacher JOb sat1sfact10n werg 23.96 (fa]]) and 23,44 7

(spr1ng). Student att1tydes toward the schoo] were positive or dbove the

. -

concebthal mean of 27 with greater variation in the responses for the data - f

e g \:‘s ‘- RO

S f ) T
set co11ected in‘thélspr1ng semester than in the fall semester. . st
Tests of athe Hypothe es - . _ ' ‘

4

- The rre1at1on matr1ces for the e1even variables in both data sets
. VA
are shown in Tab]e 2. The upper port1on of the table gontains the coeffi-

cie@ts1 r the data co]lected in the fa]] semester and the Tower portlon

reports the coefficients' for the data collected ir the spring semester.

‘For one-tailed tests of significance, the critical values of r with 87 SR

degrees of freedom are .17 and .24 &t the .05 and .01 probability Tevels,

&

respectively. .

Tabfe 2 about‘here‘ -

- e p ey - sl

Structura1f39up1ing“wa5’hypothes1zed to be significantly related to

four schoo],efTect1veness indicators.representing the critical functions
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?’.';Iiabli? 2. Corre]atmn Matrices‘ for the Vamab]esvmpData CoHectmns One and Twoa b
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S I - - 48 17% T 3x 29%. 37 24x 24 10
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;5 8% 31 ./ 2% 06 .- - 35% -1l L 20v T3k 05

:‘ 6 ., 38% Z"','zs,a*' -07 . 08 v: L '-1'5_" 31% . 40% \z'z* 9%
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8 rxo- 26k, 29% ~ a3% - _274" 43% 23 ) 79% 26% | 2o% o
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;10 B 30% LA o S 14 W* - o3ex ‘_qoi_”’g]:g' - 10 ﬁ

11 19« 24%  22¢  35%% 07 00 3% 4% 53 Agx - o

r 4

a The correlation matrix for first data collection comprises the top half of the table and the

corretation matmx .for the second data cudectwn forms the -bottom half. The names for

* variables 1-11 are given in Tab]e 1. o ( -
b The coefﬁments have béen multiplied by 100. ' . ‘
; ~— . :
* Sngflcant at or beyond the .05 1eve1 with 87 degrees of freedom. .- oo~
. .
~ ‘ 24
e SR Ml_’w. o US|
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of sccial systems. Partial support was found ?&} each hypothcsﬁs acrdss '
both data collections, a]though the re1at1onsh1ps tended to be stronger
with the data coltected Tater in the schoo] year.

For hypothésis one, six of seven in the fall and all seven in the

spring of the coupling measures were significantly correlated with per-,

e e e < g e [

_—cejVEd“adaptapildty. The nagn1tudes of the corrélations ranged from | 20 |

to .32 for the first data set and 23 to .43 1n the second. For hy- .

. pothes1s two s1m11ar re1at1onsh1ps appeared Goal atta1nment was a sig-

nificant correlate of f1ve coup11ng var1ab1es in the spring and seven in

the fall. The size pof the coeffjc1ents r)nged from .24 to .40 and .21 to

™

“ - .
.46 in the fall and spring respectively.. /Five variables were consistent

and strong correlates of adaptability and goal attainment. They were:

NN U
.

C
v

o
¥
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P s A Ayt . i bt S e

work systal interdependence of teachers with teachers and with LD spe-

c1a11sts, commdh1cat1on among teachers and teachers. w1th LD spec1a11sts,
. and d15t1p11re procedures. These var1ab1es represent Tinkages within the

‘operating core, with the middle line to maintain appropriate student be-

havior, and with the technostructure to plan appropriate'actjrjties for

sﬂrdents with Jearning disabi]ities. The relationships far hypothegfs 3;&

. three, for job satisfaction, changed from one statistica]]y significant

correfate (r = ,22) in the fall to'six indicatdrs (range -of r = ;17.tQ,5
.32) of structural coup11ng in the spr1ﬁg The type and variables're13ﬁ§
-ing student attitudes- changed from two variables-linking the operat1ng$k
core to the technostruc re (r =.19 and’ .29) in the fall data set to’ the

five other coup11ng varlables in the spr1ng. Couplingin the operat1ng

. “cora (r = .19- ”nd 24), coup11ng ‘with the middle Tine (r= 22 and 35),

and 1so]at?on (r =.33) rep]aced the variables 1inking the technostructu:e
to the 6perating core as'significant correiates of student attitudes.
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*" njficant for the sprlng data, but none in the fa]] data.

22

.AP . . . ., N 4
ﬁéé The coupling variable of work. system interdependence of teachers with -~

1D Specialists:was a significantly re]atéd in seven of eight ana]}ses for_‘
the four hypotheses. Three other cddp]ing variables--work Jystem inter-

dependence and connun1cat1on among nachers and d1scip11ne procedures--

were s19n1f1cant1y re]ated in six tests of the ﬁour hypotheses. 1In the.

case of for teacher 1so1at10n,.a11 four corre]at1on coeff1c1ents were sig- .

As the year
progresses, teachers and students ev1dent1y eqLate time in c]assrpom w1th
positive schoo] outcomes. In sum, substant1a1~support was found for the

denera1 proposition that strUCtura1 coupling is s1gn1f1cant1y related to

schoon erfect1veness.

Exam1nat1ons of ad63t1ona1 re]at1onsh1ps and other

‘findings follow.

Ly

v

LU . " - . A

<

nhrked and interesting differences occur in the re1atronsh1ps between

the independent and dependent variables for the f1rst and secqnd data co]-

1ect1on sets. In particular, 25 of 28 (82%) coeff1c1ents descr1b1ng the

neTat1onsh1ps between the structura] coup1ung and effect1veness variables
are s1gn1f1cant for the sprlng data as, conpared to 14 of 28 (50%) for the

fall data. In the second data set, “the nagnltudes of the corre]at1on co-

efficients for the coupling and effectiveness variables are much larger ?

than the first.

4

coupling and cr1ter1on.var1ab1es do not ex1st ear1y in the schoo] year or

-are'fhey rat recogn1zed? T1me of the year nay have 1mpdrtant 1mp11cat10ns

3 ”

for research methods and adm1n1strat1ve pract1ces and w111 be d1scussed in

4

deta11 1ater in this paper.

~

Re]ated Findings f' X ' , . e

7 . . . —~
, The 21 corre]atlon coeff1c1ents be tween tne seven structura1 coupling

-

yar1ab]es for each data cq]]ect1on show.s1m11ar and support1ve resu]ts.-

! LR

T T

]

Do these findings mean that>the relationships between the *
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The coup11ng var1ab1es tend to be correlated s1gn1f1§€nt1y among’them-

-selves,” With the except1onrof the coefficiént fof Wovk system 1nterde-

s, s f
pendence among teachers and commun1cat1on among teachers ( = 68.for the

f1rst co]]ect1on and r = .63 for the second), the magn1tudes are not 1arge.

In,a/o1t1on, the d1rect1ons of the coeff1c1ents are cons1stent w1th the

measurement:mode1; that.is, all tend to be positively correlated except

for teacher isplation which tends, as expected, to_Be negative]& related

-to thezother coupling variables. - PR O

- s

Within the effectiveness crfteria~72ignificant positi;e coef?icients

character1ze the re]at1onsh1ps. F1ve of six in the fall and six of six in

-

the spring are significant. The coeff1c1ents are also 1arger in second

~data set. Thérefore, schools effective dh one dimension tend to be h1gh

on the dthers. e : : ) - <

LY .

Y o Discussion -

- ) == _
.Based)on the present data, schools are described by the teachers as 3

being loosely coqpied. /Ihe mean scores fo;\bhe;strpctura1 coupling vari- /

" ables are for the most part low. Cooperative p]anning and communica

events tend to be infrequent, especially for teachers with the LD spe=

< -

cialists and principal. In addition, teachers indicate that about 25 or
26 hours per week are spent in isolation of other adults. However, the

Tinkage between teachers and pr1nc1pa1s on matters of student disciplire—

appear to be re1at1ve1y tight. - ) . -

<

Another 1mportant observation ‘is that, with the except1on of teacher ]
{so1ation, six structural coup]ing variab]es are positively re]ated to the
cr1ter1on vquables. More tightly coup]ed schooTs*tendNto\he more effec-
tive. This finding is probab]y explained by the re]ativefy medest 1eve1s

of coupling “in schoo’® organizations. The limited 1inkages found in the

:‘ ' " 27 i
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_present study are‘yiewed_as facilitating the'effectiveness of_schod]s, but

dramatic increases in the tight-coupling should produce a .curvilinear re-

1ationship.; ': - .) -

.As a group the structura®coupling variables were consistent corre-

lates .of the criterion variables, especially later in the school year.

For example, five coupling vahiabjesf-wofk'system interdependenfe and com-
.mnication among teacheks, communication of teachers with the principal”
dxsc1p11ne procedures and teacher 1so1at10n--were s1gn1f1caht1y related to
the four dependent variab]es in the spring data set. These five variables
suggest different Tevels and types offcoupltng, that is, modest-]eveTs of
linkages hithin the operating 1inkages between the ope;ating tore and
middle 11ne, are associated with pos1t1ve schoo] outcomes, espec1a11y n-.
the saring. = Yet, as the_hdhbeﬁ of hours per week that teachers sgend -away
from other adults 1ncreases, SO do the values of the effectiveness cri-

ter1a. In other works, teacher ‘isolation in the operat1ng coré which®

. allows teachers added time to work alone with students is associated with

organizational effectiveness.

These f1nd1ngs are h1gh1y suppoertive of H1ntzberg S (1979) concept1on,
of profess1ona1 bureaucrac1es. [Discipline procedures and communication of
teachers with the pr1nc1pa1 represent linkages of the teachers in the
operating core to the pr1nc1pa1 staff in the middle 1ine. The function of _
. the linkages 1nc1ude negot1at1ng and hand11ng d1sturbances in student be-
hav1or, an espec1a11y 1mportant role for the middle Tine (M1htzberg, 1239
29, 361-3631A__51m1]an1y,.the relationships for teacher isolation support

Mintzberg's (1979: 349-351) contention that professiona1s in theAOperat!

1ng core cantrol .tieir own work, act relatively independent]y of their

‘cntteagues——and—work~c%ose+y—wrth—therr—students———The conclus1od that
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" teachers work alone in their classrooms is further reinforced by the

LT A R Mt Y -

@ v

failure of the comminication among teachers veriable to enter any_of the

. equations.

Support for Mintzberg's nodei is a]sp provided by'relationships of -
work system interdependence hetween teachers and LD spec1a]1sts to per-
ceiyed adaptab]1]3ty endvgoa] echlevement. M1ntzberg (1979: 374-376)
npted that a major.problem for professional bureaicracies is innovat..n.
New programs cut across ex1st1ng spec1a11t1es and call for interdisci-
p11nary efforts. L1nkages between the operat1ng core and the to the

chnostructure a1]ow the teachers to expand their reperto1re of: standard

programs or_set of skills that the teachers have ready té apply to pre-

determined situations. Im other words, the cooperatlve planning w1th the
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LD specialists allows the teachers to categor1ze the students ngeds in

~ terms of a stanaarg,program ot instruction and to apply, that program -

(Mintzberg, 1979: 353). Consequently, -1inkages with the LD specialists

are associated by teachers to school adaptability and goal ach1evement

Change In Re]at1onsh|ps . ’ .

- 4The magn1tude of the var1ab1e‘means, strength of assoc1at1on, and

type of independent var1ab]e relat1ng to the school effectiveness criteria |

exhibited a tendency to change over the course of the ygar. For e;emp]e,

‘ the means suggest that the strength of the first.six structural cdup]tng

and expectency climate facters.show slight déclines and teaeher iso]atipn )
a sllght increase. As discussed above, the c0rreTetion cbefficients be- -
tween' the coupling with the organizational effect1veness variables in-
creased.

Do the variable re]at1onsh1ps ex1st early in the year are just not

recognized—by—the—students—and—teachers%——9r~do—the structural 3inkages—
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start anew each year and evolve into Signrficant re]ationships by the end
wieiTa t{

of the school year? A% noted by Ranson, Hinings, and Grdenwood (1980
- 2-4) -that, while actiVities and pos1tions may be 1oosely 1inked together

and vhile prob]ems, so]utions_and actors seem to.make—Littie structura]

sense, stabi]ity'must be acknowledged. Simi]érTy, Porter and Roberts

(1976:. 1568) maintained that comnunication=jatterns in organiZatigns:haVe

AN 7

a continuity through time. This. stability critica]iy affects comnunica-

3

tion patterns, content, and frequency because it gives the indiViduais an

awareness that their actiVities and interactionsaare 1ikely to be repeated

2? However,~exp1qnations of the different empiricaifresuits for the fa]] and
? \ spring data sets must accommodate existing and emerging patterns of inter- -

L action within the school. In*most'cases new members to.the facu[ty and in.

RN arl cases'neﬁﬁstudents“are‘a6355"in7the>fall smnester. These new actors.
1‘ . “ . ~. not on1y must learn the work system interdependencies, communicationrpat-
et o'terns and appropriate educationa1 outcomes; they will to some extent dis-
rupt the continu1ty of patterns for the experienced educators and students
3 Another factor is that certain times—bf—the_year, such as the opening of -
3 schoo] and preparing for.fail activities, hold high potential® for crises,
disruption of the system, and reduced goal attainment. Aslﬁurlingame

(1979{ 3-4) observed, a rhythn of seasons characterizes‘a schoo] year;.

: Based on this background the response to the two questions mist 1n-

? ‘ ' cTude in 1ts expianation of the charige "a combination of the 1inkages eyoiv-
gf // g and . becoming known._ Some stabiiity exists among the variabies from .
? — ~ _ one school year to the nexti Most of the educators and students rethrn—

and react relationships from the preVious year. However, new actors who

PRATTATEP AT

,i} _ do not know the structural 1inkages and experienced actors may suffer from

uncertainty associated with new actors and npening school activities. One
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resu]t is that the asso£1atlons among the structura] and outcome var abIes

a re und]ear. Another resu]t is. that research records h1s uncerta1nt as

:

‘a 1ack of ra (atlonshlp between the 1ndependent,‘

‘e

' But by the spr1ng scmester the 11nkages have ev( Ved been 1earned and

d dependent var1ab1es.

tesed
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the re1at1onsh1ps with the schoo] effectlveness cr1ter1a are descr1bed -

e
"N

W1th h1gh degrees ‘of aSSOCIatIOH. - N
’ ' . b‘”'s .
o= Conclusion - " - .. -
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ThlS 1nvestlgat1on has integrated and tested a serlg;yof hypotheses
based on structura].coupllng as conceived by NEICk (1976)‘and M1ntzbErg
(1979), and a conpos1te of school effectlveness 1nd1cators representlng

. the cr1c1Ca1 functions p051ted by Parsons (1960). Severa] 1mportant re]a- :i ' ;§
tlonsh1ps have been descrlbed that’ suggest dlrectlons for future research |

efforts.-- -
In agreement with Ranson and his.co11eagues (1980:‘ 2), a fruitful
* .. \ w v ., N
perspective for future research is the interpenetration of structure,

’ /‘

-c11mate and. 1nteract1ons.‘ Tofstudy the structuraﬁ conf1guratlons of

-t L L el

schoo1s and the1r effects a usefu] approach has been deve]opedﬂby Sousa

~

4 -

and Hoy (1981) Recent]y, they have successfully combined obJect1ve and' .

pgrceptua] measures fbr q number of structura] factors of schoo1s such as '%‘1 ;fi

¥
Il
oy
)

centra1lzat1on, forma1lzatlon, standardlzatlon, autonomy and technical- °*

P

competence. .Ihe Use of both types of measures, as compared to the present

H

stﬂdy, afiows an 1nvest1gator to descr1be the 1nf1uences of contextua]

i s

- l‘ s

constralnts upon organ1zat1ona1 outcomes, .ndependent of the 1nd1v1duals

.~.< ,*.;,., » . .

. perceptlon ofﬁthem. ‘ ' . w - . '
F s

In addit1on to the frequency of 1nterdependenc1es and conmunlcatlon

1

_among. the parts of the schoo], r1chnes§'cou1d be added to our understand-&

~

. 1ng by uslng soc1ometric methods to reveal patterns of 1nteractlon and to

" |
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portant for understand1ng organ1zat1ona1 des1gn and deve]opment of schoo]s,,'

'parts together actLally work, add1tlona1 s%%d1es are needed.

J'. * o !
Scott, and Deal (1979:

S A mTETA e SRRSO S,
oS, = A

‘pare the frequenc1es from -two- 1ndependent sources’ (Porter ‘& Roberts; 1976+

1582-1583) Slnce quest1ons of group structure and 'ef fectiveness are 1ﬂk

.

i3S

research is needed to define which aspects of group structure are potent*aI, ,,lf

deteminants of work system 1nterdependency, commun1cat1on c11nate and

"

performance,.that 1s, whether soc1ometr1c or forma] structure prov1des a

better representat1on of 1nteract1on and re]at*onsh1ps*among objective: and

subJect1ve measures of structura], climate, 1nfornat1on f]ow and organ1za-

- ..

tionai effect1veness. . ¢ I

Wh11e th!S study did not address how special efforts to link schoo]

The rela-
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t1ve1y Targe stana Tl dEV1atrons in the coupl1ng var1aBTes‘suggeSt cons

siderable varlatgon in structural linKages between schools. <{ohen, Meyer,

-

29) found that complexity of organizational struc-
“ture at an earlier time, complexity of _technology, and the extent to .which

classes are taught 1n open space schoo{\\Lffect the levels of teacher col-

S

laboration,

Similarly, Bredo's (1977: 305) data" indicate that open space

These studies

¥

and team po]icies\are predictors of -collegial influence.

have. focused on the'operatfng core. The findings of the present investiga-

tio that other arrangements or 1n1t1at1ves from the technostructure and

the m1dd1e*a1soscan affect “the 1eve1 of 1nteraction among teachers.

\ . .

Add1t1ona1 theoret1ca1 and emp1r1ca1 work also is needed on the con-

cept of organ1zat1ona1 effect1veness of schools. Too often school effec;

t1veness is defined. narrowly as the scores on cognitive tests of academic
-

abi]ity. ‘The present;study has used one approach that uorked adequatély.
) Ty . ~

B




’ ; i . \ - . , ’ ‘,-' o ;:
e . . T #
Horeoyer, student attifﬁdes shodlg bé\useg\mqre frequently because they

. »
LI .

are affected by both structuraT/iinegeé and eipeetancy climate. And as

é—" . suggested by Grandjean. (198L: "289) student att1tudes elso affect the
? @PEws that their parents hold of the. school. i\\\\\\
i, : I In sum, the present stuay has prov1ded some insights about the rela-
%ﬁ ' ‘ t1onsn1ps of structura? coup11ng and organ1zat10na1 effectiveness of

i v schoo]s., Muqh work rema1ns, but fru1tfu1 avenues to further our exp]ana—

tions of schools have been reviewed and revealed.
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